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Abstract

High-dimensional compositional data arise naturally imgnapplications such as metage-
nomic data analysis. The observed data lie in a high-dimeasisimplex, and conventional
statistical methods often fail to produce sensible reslutsto the unit-sum constraint. In this
article, we address the problem of covariance estimatiohifgfh-dimensional compositional
data, and introduce a composition-adjusted threshold@AT) method under the assumption
that the basis covariance matrix is sparse. Our method edbas a decomposition relating
the compositional covariance to the basis covariance, wisi@pproximately identifiable as
the dimensionality tends to infinity. The resulting procexican be viewed as thresholding the
sample centered log-ratio covariance matrix and hencealalse for large covariance matri-
ces. We rigorously characterize the identifiability of tlkeariance parameters, derive rates of
convergence under the spectral norm, and provide theakgli@rantees on support recovery.
Simulation studies demonstrate that the COAT estimatgpestdrms some naive threshold-
ing estimators that ignore the unique features of compositidata. We apply the proposed
method to the analysis of a microbiome dataset in order tenstand the dependence structure
among bacterial taxa in the human gut.
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1 Introduction

Compositional data, which represent the proportions atitvas of a whole, arise naturally in a

wide range of applications; examples include geochemmalpositions of rocks, household pat-
terns of expenditures, species compositions of biologicaimunities, and topic compositions of
documents, among many others. This article is particuradyivated by the metagenomic analysis
of microbiome data. The human microbiome is the totalitylbfracrobes at various body sites,

whose importance in human health and disease has incrgabegn recognized. Recent stud-
ies have revealed that microbiome composition varies basatiet, health, and the environment
(The Human Microbiome Project Consortium 2012), and may plkey role in complex diseases
such as obesity, atherosclerosis, and Crohn’s diseasaldugh et al. 2009; Koeth etial. 2013;
Lewis et all 2015).

With the development of next-generation sequencing tdolgines, it is now possible to survey
the microbiome composition using direct DNA sequencingitifez marker genes or the whole
metagenomes. After aligning these sequence reads to #remeé microbial genomes, one can
guantify the relative abundances of microbial taxa. Thesgiencing-based microbiome studies,
however, only provide a relative, rather than absolute,smeaof the abundances of community
components. The counts comprising these data (e.g., 168 geNe reads or shotgun metage-
nomic reads) are set by the amount of genetic material égttdoom the community or the se-
guencing depth, and analysis typically begins by nornrajtine observed data by the total number
of counts. The resulting fractions thus fall into a classighkdimensional compositional data that
we focus in this article. The high dimensionality refershe fact that the number of taxa may be
comparable to or much larger than the sample size.

An important question in metagenomic studies is to undedsthe co-occurrence and co-
exclusion relationship between microbial taxa, which wioptovide valuable insights into the
complex ecology of microbial communities (Faust et al. 2082andard correlation analysis from

the raw proportions, however, can lead to spurious resuktstal the unit-sum constraint; the pro-



portions tend to be correlated even if the absolute aburesdaae independent. Such undesired
effects should be removed in an analysis in order to makel \iaferences about the underly-
ing biological processes. The compositional effects arthém magnified by the low diversity
of microbiome data, that is, a few taxa make up the overwhejmmajority of the microbiome
(Friedman and Alm 2012).

LetX = (Xi,...,X,)” be a composition of components (taxa) satisfying the simplex con-

straint
p
X;>0, j=1....p, > X;=1
j=1

Owing to the difficulties arising from the simplex constraiih has been a long-standing question
how to appropriately model, estimate, and interpret thewdance structure of compositional data.
The pioneering work of Aitchison (1982, 2003) introducedesal equivalent matrix specifications
of compositional covariance structures via the log-radfosomponents. Statistical methods based
on these covariance models respect the unique featuresngfasitional data and prove useful in
a variety of applications such as geochemical analysis. tAnial disadvantage of these models,
however, is that they lack a direct interpretation in thealsense of covariances and correlations;
as aresult, itis unclear how to impose certain structurels aa sparsity in high dimensions, which
is crucial for our applications to microbiome data analysis

Covariance matrix estimation is of fundamental importaimchigh-dimensional data analy-
sis and has attracted much recent interest. It is well kndwah the sample covariance matrix
performs poorly in high dimensions and regularization isstindispensable. Bickel and Levina
(2008) and EIl Karoui (2008) introduced regularized estorsaby hard thresholding for large co-
variance matrices that satisfy certain notions of sparstigthman, Levina, and Zhu (2009) con-
sidered a more general class of thresholding functionsCan@nd Liu (2011) proposed adaptive
thresholding that adapts to the variability of individuatrges. Exploiting a factor model structure,
Fan, Fan, and Lv (2008) proposed a factor-based methoddbrdimensional covariance matrix

estimation|_Fan, Liao, and Mincheva (2013) extended thé&Wwgrconsidering a conditional spar-



sity structure and developed a POET method by thresholdingipal orthogonal complements.
In this article, we address the problem of covariance esimmdor high-dimensional compo-
sitional data. LeW = (Wy,...,W,)T with W; > 0 for all j be a vector of latent variables, called

thebasis that generate the observed data via the normalization

W.
X. — 7]’
YW

j=1...,p 1)
Estimating the covariance structureWf has traditionally been considered infeasible owing to the
apparent lack of identifiability. By exploring a decompasitrelating the compositional covari-
ance to the basis covariance, we find, however, that the antifdbility vanishes asymptotically
as the dimensionality grows under certain sparsity assongtMore specifically, define thmsis

covariance matriXy = (wy;)pxp DY
wy; = Cov(Y, Y;), 2)

whereY; = log W;. Then{, is approximately identifiable as long as it belongs to a atddarge
sparse covariance matrices.

The somewhat surprising “blessing of dimensionality” atous to develop a simple, two-step
method by first extracting a rank-2 component from the deamsitipn and then estimating the
sparse componelif®, by thresholding the residual matrix. The resulting procedtan equiva-
lently be viewed as thresholding the sample centered lbg-cavariance matrix, and hence is
optimization-free and scalable for large covariance roasi We call our methodomposition-
adjusted thresholdingCOAT), which removes the “coat” of compositional effecterh the co-
variance structure. We derive rates of convergence undeptéctral norm and provide theoretical
guarantees on support recovery. Simulation studies denadeshat the COAT estimator outper-
forms some naive thresholding estimators that ignore thguenfeatures of compositional data.
We illustrate our method by analyzing a microbiome datasetder to understand the dependence
structure among bacterial taxa in the human gut.

The covariance relationship, which was due to Aitchisord@G&ec. 4.11), has recently been

exploited to develop algorithms for inferring correlatiogtworks from metagenomic data (Friedman and! Alrr



2012; Fang et al. 2015; Ban, An, and Jiang 2015). Our cortoibs here are to turn the idea into
a principled approach to sparse covariance matrix estomaind provide statistical insights into
the issue of identifiability and the impacts of dimensiotyalDur method also bears some resem-
blance to the POET method proposed by Fan, Liao, and Minco{#948) in that underlying both
methods is a low-rank plus sparse matrix decomposition. réihke-2 component in our method,
however, arises from the covariance structure of compositidata rather than a factor model as-
sumption. As a result, it can be obtained by simple algelparations without computing the
principal components.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2exgs a covariance relationship
and addresses the issue of identifiability. Section 3 intced the COAT methodology. Section
4 investigates the theoretical properties of the COAT estiomin terms of convergence rates and
support recovery. Simulation studies and an applicatiomutman gut microbiome data are pre-
sented in Sections 5 and 6, respectively. We conclude tlaeantith some discussion in Section

7 and relegate all proofs to the Appendix.

2 ldentifiability of the Covariance Model

We first introduce some notation. Denote |py

oo -

norm, spectral norm, Frobenius norm, and entrywisenorm, defined for a matriA = (a;;) by

Alls = \Y Amax (ATA), |AllF = Zz‘,j a?j, and|| A [|max = max; |aij

where\,,..«(-) denotes the largest eigenvalue.

15 F, and|| - ||max the matrix L;-

[Aly = max; ), |ai;

In the latent variable covariance modél (1) dnd (2), thedamiariance matrig, is the param-
eter of interest. One of the matrix specifications of comjpmsal covariance structures introduced

bylAitchison (2003) is theariation matrixTy = (7;}),x, defined by
Tioj = Var(log(X;/X;)). (3)
In view of the relationshid (1), we can decompogeas

7,; = Var(log W; — log W;)



= Var(Y;) + Var(Y;) — 2Cov(Y;, Y))

= w?l- + wjo-j — Qwioj, 4)
or in matrix form,
Ty = wol® + 1wi — 29, (5)
wherew, = (wf),...,w))" and1 = (1,...,1)". Corresponding to the many-to-one relation-

ship between bases and compositions, the basis covariaait £, is unidentifiable from the
decomposition{5), sina@y1” + 1w? andQ, are in general not orthogonal to each other (with re-
spect to the usual Euclidean inner product). In fact, udiegéntered log-ratio covariance matrix

Lo = (7)) pxp defined by

7iy = Cov{log(X;/g(X)),log(X;/9(X))},
whereg(x) = ([T5_, z;)'/? is the geometric mean of a vector= (x4, ..., z,)", we can similarly
write
7y = Var{log(X;/g(X)) — log(X;/g(X))}

= Var{log(X;/g(X))} + Var{log(X;/g(X))} — 2 Cov{log(X;/g(X),log(X; /9(X))}

=75+ 75— 2%
or in matrix form,

Ty =p1" + 17, — 2T, 6)

wherevy, = (7};,...,7,)" andl = (1,...,1)". Unlike (8), the following proposition shows that
(@) is an orthogonal decomposition and hence the compongifs+ 1~Z andl, are identifiable.

In addition, by comparing the decompositiohs (5) did (6),cam bound the difference between

), and its identifiable counterpaly, as follows.

Proposition 1. The componentg,17 + 14! and T, in the decompositioff)) are orthogonal to



each other. Moreover, for the covariance paramet@gsandI’ in the decomposition®) and (6),
120 — Tol[max < 3p~ " 1€20]]1-

Propositior L entails that the covariance param@igeis approximatelyidentifiable as long as
1011 = o(p). In particular, suppose th&, belongs to a class of sparse covariance matrices
considered by Bickel and Levina (2008),

p
U(Q7 50(p)7M) = {Q Q -~ Ovmaijj S M7 maXZ |wij|q S 50(p)} ) (7)
j i

J=1

where( < ¢ < 1 andQ > 0 denotes thaf2 is positive definite. Then

192l = s 3 ol T < mae 3 ()28 < AP T (p),
j=1 Jj=1
and hence the parametd&®s andI'; are asymptotically indistinguishable wheyip) = o(p). This
allows us to usd&’, as a proxy fo2, and greatly facilitates the development of new methodology
and associated theory. The intuition behind the approxandentifiability under the sparsity as-
sumption is that the rank-2 componesg1” + 1w represents a global effect that spreads across
all rows and columns, while the sparse comporientepresents a local effect that is confined to
individual entries.
Also of interest is theexactidentifiability of €2, over Ly-balls, which has been studied by

Fang et al.[(2015) and Ban, An, and Jiang (2015). The follgwesult provides a sufficient and

necessary condition for the exact identifiability$@§ by confining it to anl-ball.

Proposition 2. Suppose thaf2, belongs to thd.y-ball
Bo(se(p) =4 Q2 > I(wy #0) <selp) ¢
(3,9): i<g
wherep > 5. Then there exist no two values@Qjf, that correspond to the sanig, in (8) if and

only if s.(p) < (p —1)/2.

A counterexample is provided in the proof of Proposifibn 2tow that the sparsity conditions

inlFang et al.|(2015) ard Ban, An, and Jiang (2015), which atl at the order 0®(p?), do not



suffice. The identifiability condition in Proposition 2 essially requires the average degree of
the correlation network to be less than 1, which is too retstg to be useful in practice. This

illustrates the importance and necessity of introducimgrbtion of approximate identifiability.

3 A Sparse Covariance Estimator for Compositional Data

Suppose thatWy, X), k = 1,...,n, are independent copies @, X), where the compositions
Xy = (X1, ..., Xgp)' are observed and the baddg, = (W4, ..., W;,)T are latent. In Section
3.1, we rely on the decompositioris (5) ahd (6) and Propasiiito develop an estimator 6%,

and in Section 3.2 discuss the selection of the tuning paerme

3.1 Composition-Adjusted Thresholding

In view of Propositior 1, we wish to estimate the covarianammetel}, via the proxyl’,. To
this end, we first construct an empirical estimat&gfind then apply adaptive thresholding to the
estimate.

There are two equivalent ways to form the estimatEpfMotivated by the decompositionl (6),

one can start with the sample counterﬁABri: (755 )pxp Of T defined by

n

.1 _
Tij = n Z(Tkzij - Tij)Qa

k=1
whereTy,;; = log(Xyi/Xy;) and7,; = n='> 7| 7. A rank-2 componen&l” + 1a” with
a = (dy,...,4,)T can be extracted from the decompositioh (6) by projeciinanto the subspace

A= {al” + 1a”: a € RP}, which is given by

wheref, = p~' 3 #i;and?. = p~2 3. #;. Theresidual matrif' = —(T-a1”-1a")/2,

with entries
1 1

~ ~

Vi = =5 (T = i = Gy) = =5 (T — T = 75 + ),

is then an estimate df,,. Alternatively,f can be obtained directly as the sample counterpdrt, of



through the expression

n

Yig = % > (i = ) (g — %) (8)

k=1
wherey,; = log(Xy;/9(Xy)) andy; = n=t >0 V-
Now applying adaptive thresholding B, we define thecomposition-adjusted thresholding

(COAT) estimator
Q= (@i)psp With &y = S, (), ©)

whereS, (-) is a general thresholding function aihg > 0 are entry-dependent thresholds.
In this article, we consider a class of general thresholélingtionsS,(-) that satisfy the fol-

lowing conditions:

() Sa(z) =0for |z] < A;
(i) [Sa(z) —z| < Mforall z € R.

These two conditions were assumed by Rothman, Levina, aondZ199) and Cai and Liu (2011)
along with another condition that is not required in our gesl. Examples of thresholding func-
tions belonging to this class include the hard thresholdirig S)(z) = zI(]z|] > \), the soft
thresholding ruleS,(z) = sgn(z)(]z| — A)+, and the adaptive lasso rufg(z) = z(1 — |A\/z|")+
forn > 1.

The performance of the COAT estimator depends criticallyl@nchoice of thresholds. Us-
ing entry-adaptive thresholds may in general improve théopmance over applying a universal

threshold. To derive a data-driven choice\gf, define
0i; = Var{(Yi — 1:)(Y; — 1)},
wherep; = EY;. We take);; to be of the form

Aij = M/ 0, (10)

Whereéij are estimates of;;, and A > 0 is a tuning parameter to be chosen, for example, by

cross-validation. We rewrit€(8) as; = n=' 3.7, Ykij» Wherey; = (vei — %) (9% — ;). Then



¢;; can be estimated by

(%ij - %’j)z-

SN
&
I
S|

3.2 Tuning Parameter Selection

The thresholds defined hby (10) depend on the tuning pararhetdrich can be chosen through

fold cross-validation. Denote k@(_v)()\) the COAT estimate based on the training data excluding
thewth fold, andT, the residual matrix (or the sample centered log-ratio damae matrix) based
on the test data including only theh fold. We choose the optimal value afthat minimizes the

cross-validation error

\%
1 ~(—v) ~()
CVA) =+ I ) -T
v=1

With the optimal), we then compute the COAT estimate based on the full datasetafinal
estimate. When the positive definiteness of the covariastimate in finite samples is required
for interpretation, we follow the approachlof Fan, Liao, Atidcheva (2013) and choosein the

range where the minimum eigenvalue of the COAT estimatesgige.

4 Theoretical Properties

In this section, we investigate the asymptotic propertieés@COAT estimator. As a distinguishing
feature of our theoretical analysis, we assume neithenthet @entifiability of the parameters nor
that the degree of (approximate) identifiability is domethby the statistical error. Instead, the
degree of identifiability enters our analysis and shows upemresulting rate of convergence. Such
theoretical analysis is rare in the literature, but is exely relevant for latent variable models in
the presence of nonidentifiability and is of theoreticaérest in its own right. We introduce our
assumptions in Section 4.1, and present our main resultates of convergence and support

recovery in Section 4.2.



4.1 Assumptions

Recall thatt; = log W, u; = EY;, andf;; = Var{(Y; — 1;)(Y; — ;) }, and defing’,; = log Wy;.
Without loss of generality, assume = 0 for all j throughout this section. We need to impose the

following moment conditions on the log-bads= (Y1, ...,Y,)’.
Condition 1. There exists a constant> 0 such thainax; E exp(aY}?) < 2.

Condition 2. The basis covariance matri, belongs to the cladg(q, so(p), M) defined by[(¥),

where0 < ¢ < 1, so(p) = o(p), andlog p = o(n'/?).
Condition 3. There exists a constant> 0 such thatnin; ; 6,; > .
Condition 4. There exists a sequenggp) = o(p) such that

max

Z EY;Y;YY,,

m=1

< s1(p).

Conditions 1-3 are similar to those commonly assumed indkiar@ance estimation literature;
see, for example, Cai and Liu (2011). Condition 1 requirestie variables’;s be uniformly sub-
Gaussian; the definition we use here is among several equoitwabys of defining sub-Gaussianity
(Boucheron, Lugosi, and Massart 2013, sec. 2.3), and iseoasenient for our technical analysis.
Condition[2 imposes some restrictions on the dimensignalitl sparsity of the basis covariance
matrix €2y. It is worth mentioning that the sparsity level conditian= o(p) is so weak that it
suffices to guarantee only approximate identifiability bilives the degree of nonidentifiability
to be large relative to the statistical error. Condifion 8s$sential for methods based on adaptive
thresholding. Conditiof]4 arises from identifiability calerations in estimating the variances
6,;. In particular, if Y is multivariate normal, then Conditidd 4 is implied by thesasiptions
Qo € U(q, so(p), M) andsy(p) = o(p) in Condition2, since from Isserlis’ theorem (Isserlis 1p18

we have

max
i?j7é

ZEYYYz <maxz (1 o+ Rl + o 15]) < 32750 (p).

10



4.2 Main Results

We are now in a position to state our main results. The folhgutheorem gives the rate of conver-

gence under the spectral norm for the COAT estimator.

Theorem 1 (Rate of convergencelUnder Condition$ 1194, if the tuning parametgrin (10) is

1
A=Cny/ O§p+02502(9p) (11)

for sufficiently largeC, Cs > 0, then the COAT estimat@? in (9) satisfies

1—q
~ lo
1€~ Q. = 0, 4 s0lp) (\/ 8P SO;”)

uniformly ont(q, so(p), M).

chosen to be

The rate of convergence provided by Theoigm 1 exhibits araating decomposition: the
term sq(p){(log p) /n}(1~9/2 represents the estimation error due to estimalipgwhile the term
so(p)(so(p)/p)*~? accounts for the approximation error due to uslhgas a proxy for2,. In
particular, if the approximation error is dominated by tegrmaation error, then the COAT estimator
attains the minimax optimal rate under the spectral norm@ve, so(p), M) (Cai and Zhou 2012).

It is important to note that the dimensionalitappears in both terms where it plays opposite roles.
We observe a “curse of dimensionality” in the first term, vehéne growth of dimensionality
contributes a logarithmic factor to the estimation errarcontrast, a “blessing of dimensionality”
is reflected by the second term in that a diverging dimenéitgrenrinks the approximation error
toward zero at a power rate.

The insights gained from Theordm 1 have important implicatifor compositional data anal-
ysis. In the analysis of many compositional datasets, theedsionality often depends on the
taxonomic level to be examined. For example, in metagenstnidies, the dimensionality may
range from only a few taxa at the phylum level to thousandsud &t the operational taxonomic
unit (OTU) level. Suppose, for simplicity, that the magudi&s of correlation signals are of about

the same order across different taxonomic levels. Then Eneld indicates a tradeoff between

11



an accurate estimation of the covariance structure withdomensionality and a sensible inter-
pretation in terms of the basis components with high dineeradity. This tradeoff thus suggests
the need to analyze compositional data at relatively finasrtamic levels when a latent variable
interpretation is desired.

The proof of Theorerhl1 relies on a series of concentratioguakties that take the approxi-
mation error term into account, which can be found in the Ayjte As a consequence of these
inequalities, we obtain the following result regarding support recovery property of the COAT

estimator. Here the support 6%, refers to the set of all indicgs, j) with w% =+ 0.

Theorem 2(Support recovery)Under Condition§1154, if the tuning parametem (10) is chosen
as in (@), then the COAT estimat®? in (@) satisfies

P (w;; = 0forall (i, j) withw);, = 0) — 1. (12)

Moreover, if in addition
i 01/\/0;; > C\ 13
(i’jmg 2 |wil / v/ b5 > (13)

for some constant’ > 3/2, then
P (sgn(w;;) = sgn(wy;) forall (i,5)) — 1. (14)

Theorem[ R parallels the support recovery results in Rothiparina, and Zhul(2009) and
Cai and Liu (2011). However, owing to the extra tesgip)/p in the expression o\, the as-
sumption [(1B) requires in addition that no correlation algrfall below the approximation error.
In other words, exact support recovery will break down if @oyrelation signal is confounded by

the compositional effect.

5 Simulation Studies

We conducted simulation studies to compare the numericébrmpeance of the COAT estimator
Q with that of the oracle thresholding estimafeg, which knew the latent basis components and

applied the thresholding procedure to the sample covagiamatrix of the log-basiy. We also

12



include in our comparison two naive thresholding estimafbg and ﬁl, which are based on the
sample covariance matrices of the composidoand its logarithmog X, respectively. Note that
ﬁo is the ideal estimator that the COAT estimator attempts tmio)i whereas botlﬁc and ﬁl

ignore the unique features of compositional data and thesxgected to perform poorly.

5.1 Simulation Settings

The data(Wy,Xy), £ = 1,...,n, were generated as follows. We first genera¥din two

different ways:

(i) Y, are independent from the multivariate normal distributidgyis, €2o);

(i) Y = p+FU,/V10, whereFFT = Q, and the components &f;, are independent gamma
variables with shape parameter 10 and scale parameter RatSéai (YY) = Q. Here the
matrixF is obtained by computing the singular value decompostiigr= QSQ” and letting

F = QS'/2.

ThenW;, = (Wi, ..., Wi,)T andXy = (X4, ..., Xi,)? were obtained through the transforma-
tionsWy,; = e** andX; = Wy;/ Y7 Wy, j =1,...,p. Hence, in Case (W, andX follow
multivariate log-normal and logistic normal distribute@Aitchison and Shén 1980), respectively;
the distributions ofW, and X, in Case (ii) can similarly be viewed as a type of multivariate
log-gamma and logistic-gamma distributions.

In both cases, we took the componentgafandomly from the uniform distribution 0, 10],
in order to reflect the fact that compositional data arisirapf metagenomic studies are often

heterogeneous. The following two models for the covarianagix 2, were considered:

e Model 1 (Identity covarianceX}, = I,.

e Model 2 (Sparse covariance§2, = diag(A;, A,), whereA; = B +¢I,,, A, = 41,,,
p1 = [2y/p]), p2 = p — p1, andB is a symmetric matrix whose lower triangular entries are
independent from the uniform distribution ¢a1, —0.5] U [0.5, 1] with probability 0.2 and
equal to 0 with probability 0.8. We set= max(—A,i,(B),0) + 0.01 to ensure thaf, is

positive definite, whera,,;, (-) denotes the smallest eigenvalue.

13



Model 1 is an extreme but illustrative case intended for camnmg the distributions of spurious
correlations under different transformations. The sgttbhModel 2 is typical in the covariance
estimation literature and similar to that.in Cai and Liu (2D1We set the sample size= 100 and

the dimensiomp = 50, 100, and 200, and repeated 100 simulations for each setting

5.2 Spurious Correlations

The boxplots of sample correlations with simulated dataeuddferent transformations in Model 1
are shown in Figurgl 1. Clearly, the sample centered log-(ali) correlations are centered around
zero and have a similar distribution to that of the sampleatations ofY ; the resemblance tends
to increase as the dimensipngrows. This trend is consistent with Propositidn 1 and piesi
numerical evidence for the validity of the centered logerabvariance matriX’, as a proxy for

Q. In fact, from the proof of Propositidd 1 we have, whep = I,

||Q(] - I‘OHmax = HF;“X ‘W? +W?- - w0| = p_l'

In contrast, the phenomenon of spurious correlations isrwks on bothog X andX. The sample
correlations ofog X exhibit a severe upward bias, while the sample correlatbXscontain many
outliers that would be detected as signals by a thresholgiogedure with threshold level close
to 1. Moreover, the spurious correlations seem to becomsenwsith gamma-related distributions

where the components of the composition have more heteeogermeans.

5.3 Performance Comparisons

We applied the COAT method with hard and soft thresholdingsto simulated data in Model 2.
For comparison, we also applied the thresholding procetduttee sample covariance matrices of
Y, log X, andX, resulting in the estimatoiQ,, €;, and<., respectively. The tuning parameter
A in each thresholding estimator was chosen by tenfold orakdation. Losses under the matrix
Ly-norm, spectral norm, and Frobenius norm were used to medsarestimation performance,
while the true positive rate and false positive rate wereleygal to assess the quality of support

recovery.
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Figure 1: Boxplots of sample correlations with simulatethdander different transformations in
Model 1.

The simulation results for Model 2 with normal- and gammlatesl distributions are summa-
rized in Table$ 1l and 2, respectively. We see that the COAMmatdr performs almost equally
well as the ideal estimatcﬁo, and outperforms the naive thresholding estimafblrsmdﬁc by a
large margin. In particular, the estimation Iosseﬁphre disastrously large in the gamma setting,
in agreement with the severe bias observed in Figure 1. Theation losses oﬁc do not change
much across different thresholding rules and distribijeimce all entries of the estimate are very
small relative to the true values. Bofh and ﬁc show inferior performance in terms of true and
false positive rates, indicating that they are not modedt&ln consistent. Comparisons between
hard and soft thresholding rules suggest that the formeoie monservative in selecting false pos-
itives and results in a more parsimonious model, whereakattez strikes a balance between true
and false positives due to the shrinkage effect.

To further compare the support recovery performance witkelecting a threshold level, we
plot the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curvesfiomethods in Figurel2. Note that hard
and soft thresholding rules lead to the same ROC curve fdr e@thod. We observe that the ROC

curves forQ and ﬁo are almost indistinguishable and uniformly dominate th'meﬁl and ﬁc,
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Table 1. Means (standard errors) of various performancesuanea for four methods with hard and soft thresholding riedodel 2

with normal-related distributions over 100 replications

Hard Soft
P Q Q, Q Q. Q Q, Q Q.
Matrix L;-norm loss

50 4.09 (0.05) 4.02 (0.05) 11.72 (1.51) 6.91 (0.00) 4.3450.0 4.10(0.05) 18.73(0.64) 6.91 (0.00)
100 5.46 (0.04) 5.50 (0.05) 7.85 (1.13) 8.07 (0.00) 5.5050.0 5.40(0.05) 27.10(1.18) 8.07 (0.00)
200 8.07 (0.04) 8.10 (0.04) 8.36 (0.04) 10.93(0.00) 7.7@60. 7.66(0.06) 22.61(1.13) 10.93(0.00)

Spectral norm loss

50 2.32(0.02) 2.22 (0.02) 7.23(0.99) 4.91 (0.00) 2.49 (0.02 2.40(0.02) 10.23(0.42) 4.92 (0.00)
100 2.89(0.02) 2.90 (0.02) 4.50 (0.74) 5.46 (0.00) 3.0120.0 2.98(0.02) 13.93(0.70) 5.46 (0.00)
200 3.55(0.02) 3.55(0.02) 3.68 (0.02) 6.43 (0.00) 3.9320.0 3.89(0.02) 9.28 (0.60) 6.43 (0.00)

Frobenius norm loss

50 5.63 (0.03) 5.50 (0.03) 11.47 (1.01)  26.00 (0.00) 8.3030D. 7.99(0.03) 15.18(0.39) 26.01(0.00)
100 8.70 (0.04) 8.66 (0.03) 11.39(0.81) 38.39(0.00) 130104) 12.87(0.04) 24.18(0.70) 38.39(0.00)
200 12.03(0.03) 12.05(0.03) 12.97(0.05) 55.78(0.00) &@M43) 20.32(0.03) 27.06(0.68) 55.78(0.00)

True positive rate

50 0.65 (0.01) 0.67 (0.01) 0.70 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 0.94 (0.00 0.95 (0.00) 0.93 (0.00) 0.94 (0.00)
100 0.59 (0.00) 0.59 (0.00) 0.59 (0.01) 0.46 (0.02) 0.910)0.0 0.91 (0.00) 0.87 (0.00) 0.92 (0.00)
200 0.60 (0.00) 0.60 (0.00) 0.60 (0.00) 0.36 (0.02) 0.830)0.0 0.84 (0.00) 0.87 (0.00) 0.89 (0.00)

False positive rate

50 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.15 (0.03) 0.44 (0.03) 0.11 (0.00 0.09 (0.00) 0.53(0.01) 0.61 (0.01)
100 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.01) 0.11 (0.01) 0.060)0.0 0.06 (0.00) 0.41 (0.01) 0.59(0.01)
200 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.07 (0.01) 0.0300.0 0.03(0.00) 0.18 (0.01) 0.54 (0.01)
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Table 2. Means (standard errors) of various performancesuanea for four methods with hard and soft thresholding riedodel 2

with gamma-related distributions over 100 replications

Hard Soft
P Q Q, Q Q. Q Q, Q Q.
Matrix L;-norm loss
50 4.15 (0.07) 4.09 (0.06) 92.60 (1.85) 6.91 (0.00) 4.3460.0 4.11(0.06) 72.77 (1.45) 6.91 (0.00)
100 5.45 (0.04) 5.44 (0.04) 159.43 (4.91) 8.07 (0.00) 56850 5.58(0.05) 124.90(3.18) 8.07 (0.00)
200 8.09 (0.05) 7.99 (0.05) 256.12(11.01) 10.93(0.00) 70987) 7.95(0.07) 200.10(5.37) 10.93(0.00)
Spectral norm loss
50 2.50 (0.05) 2.38 (0.05) 68.27 (1.51) 4.92 (0.00) 2.5320.0 2.43(0.02) 51.83(1.17) 4.92 (0.00)
100 3.25 (0.05) 3.19(0.05) 111.79(3.66) 5.46 (0.00) 3.0020 3.03(0.02) 83.24 (2.42) 5.46 (0.00)
200 3.86 (0.03) 3.87(0.02) 170.37(7.79) 6.43 (0.00) 3.9220 3.91(0.02) 122.81(4.05) 6.43 (0.00)
Frobenius norm loss
50 6.17 (0.06) 5.96 (0.06) 70.52 (1.46) 25.98 (0.00) 8.8230. 8.45(0.04) 54.44 (1.12) 25.99 (0.00)
100 9.40 (0.06) 9.32(0.06) 117.87(3.51) 38.38(0.00) 1g9x3) 13.67(0.04) 90.22 (2.30) 38.38(0.00)
200 13.55(0.08) 13.54(0.09) 185.38(7.65) 55.78 (0.00) 64£10.04) 21.45(0.04) 140.56(3.83) 55.78(0.00)
True positive rate
50 0.65 (0.01) 0.68 (0.01) 0.99 (0.00) 0.76 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01 0.95 (0.00) 0.99 (0.00) 0.93 (0.00)
100 0.60 (0.00) 0.61 (0.00) 0.97 (0.01) 0.39 (0.02) 0.920)0.0 0.92 (0.00) 0.93 (0.01) 0.89 (0.01)
200 0.60 (0.00) 0.61 (0.00) 0.94 (0.01) 0.28 (0.02) 0.840)0.0 0.84 (0.00) 0.93 (0.00) 0.88 (0.01)
False positive rate
50 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.98 (0.01) 0.48 (0.03) 0.12 (0.00 0.11 (0.00) 0.95 (0.00) 0.72 (0.01)
100 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.94 (0.02) 0.10 (0.01) 0.070)0.0 0.07 (0.00) 0.92 (0.01) 0.65 (0.01)
200 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.86 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 0.04000.0 0.04 (0.00) 0.86 (0.02) 0.61 (0.01)




p =50
F "

N L L
) ﬁOOOOOOAg
T 08 N

A

(] A
206r A
‘0 A
8 0.4t
Q A
2 0.2}
|_

ot ‘ g

0 0.5 1
False positive rate
p=50

1F mmmﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁg@ﬁmi
L 0g[o000000%
8Os
<] A
206F 4
= R
So4f a
g A
2 0.2f
|_

0,

True positive rate

Figure 2: ROC curves for four methods in Model 2 with nornmelkted distribution (top panel)
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demonstrating the superiority of the COAT method. Of the hate thresholding estimato@

tends to outperforrﬁAzc when the threshold level is high, since the former is lessénfited by the

high spurious correlations as reflected in Figure 1.

6 Gut Microbiome Data Analysis

The gut microbiome plays a critical role in energy extractimom the diet and interacts with the
immune system to exert a profound influence on human heattllisease. Despite an emerging
interest in characterizing the ecology of human-assatiaterobial communities, the complex
interactions among microbial taxa remain poorly undemt@@oyte, Schluter, and Foster 2015).

We now illustrate the proposed method by applying it to a hugwt microbiome dataset described
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by/Wu et al. (2011), which was collected from a cross-seefistudy of 98 healthy individuals at
the University of Pennsylvania. DNA from stool samples aégl subjects were analyzed by
454/Roche pyrosequencing of 16S rRNA gene segments, ireguit an average of 9265 reads
per sample, with a standard deviation of 3864. Taxonomigasgent yielded 3068 operational
taxonomic units, which were further combined into 87 genlead appeared in at least one sample.
Demographic information, including body mass index (BMiIgs also collected from the subjects.
We are interested in identifying and comparing the con@tastructures among bacterial genera
between lean and obese subjects. We therefore divided tasatlanto a lean grouBMI < 25,

n = 63) and an obese grouBMI > 25, n = 35), and focused on the = 40 bacterial genera that
appeared in at least four samples in each group. The cowamw@aé transformed into compositions
after zero counts were replaced by 0.5.

We applied the COAT method with the soft thresholding ruleach group, and used tenfold
cross-validation to select the tuning parameter. The tieguéstimate was represented by a cor-
relation network among the bacterial genera with each eedpgeesenting a nonzero correlation.
To assess the stability of support recovery, we further gged 100 bootstrap samples for each
group and repeated the thresholding procedure on each sambeé stability of the correlation
network was measured by the average proportion of edgesdeped by each bootstrap replicate.
Finally, we retained only the edges in the correlation nekwbat were reproduced in at least 80
bootstrap replicates. The numbers of positive and negetitrelations and the stability of correla-
tion networks are reported in Talhle 3; the results for theraiwe thresholding estimatoﬁl and
Q, are also included for comparison. We see that the COAT meadbbibves the highest stability
among the three methods and has the most edges passingihy $&st. The correlation network
identified byﬁl has substantially fewer negative correlations than therdttlo methods, which is
likely due to the severe upward bias observed in Figuire 1. cbinelation network identified by
Q, is the least stable.

The correlation networks identified by the COAT method fa tivo groups are displayed in

Figure 3. Clearly, the networks for the lean and obese grshps markedly different architecture,
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Table 3: Numbers of positive and negative correlations aablilgy of correlation networks for
three methods applied to the gut microbiome data

Lean Obese
Q Q Q. Q Q Q.
Positive correlations 111 108 119 41 34 31
Negative correlations 134 55 95 55 11 43
Network stability 0.83 0.68 0.67 0.87 0.62 0.54

indicating that the obese microbiome is less modular wi$s lsomplex interactions between the
modules. This phenomenon has been demonstrated by pretimliss and is possibly due to adap-
tation of the microbiome to low-diversity environments éenblum, Turnbaugh, and Borenstein
2012). Tabld B and Figufd 3 also suggest that the gut midrobtavork tends to contain more
competitive (negative) interactions than cooperativesifpe) ones, which seems consistent with
the recent finding that the ecological stability of the gutmbiome can be attributed to the benefits
from limiting positive feedbacks and dampening coopeeatistworks|(Coyte, Schluter, and Foster
2015).

A closer inspection of the correlation networks identifiescteroidesand Prevotellaas two
key genera of the gut microbiome. The abundances of thesgéwera are well known to dis-
tinguish two gut microbial enterotypes, which are stroraggociated with long-term dietary pat-
terns (Arumugam et al. 2011; Wu et ial. 2011). The negativeetations betweeBacteroidesand
Prevotella(—0.404 in the lean group and-0.296 in the obese group) are well explained by the
diet-dependent enterotypes and the within-body separafithe two genera (Jordan et lal. 2015).
Moreover, recent studies have suggested several keyspaoees belonging to the geniac-
teroides through which the structure of gut microbial communitieaynioe influenced by small
perturbations (Fisher and Mehta 2014). Also, the Firmiswgeriched microbiome has been found
to hold greater metabolic potential than the Bacteroidetegched microbiome for more efficient
energy harvest from the diet (Turnbaugh et al. 2006). FiBlseems to support these findings, in
view of the central position oBacteroidesn the networks and its strong correlations with a few

genera belonging to the Firmicutes. Such patterns, howaretess clearly seen in the correlation
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Figure 3: Correlation networks identified by the COAT metHodthe lean and obese groups
in the gut microbiome data. Positive and negative corhatiare displayed in green and red,
respectively. The thickness of edges indicates the madgivficorrelations.
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networks identified by the other two methods.

7 Discussion

Understanding the dependence structure among microkeltahin a community, including co-
occurrence and co-exclusion relationships between mardéxa, is an important problem in
microbiome research. Such structures provide biologitsibhts into the community dynamics
and factors that change the community structures. To owezdbe difficulties arising from the
unit-sum constraint of the observed compositional datahaxe developed a COAT method to
estimate the sparse covariance matrix of the latent logslsamponents. Our method is based on
a decomposition of the variation matrix into a rank-2 comgrdrand a sparse component. The
resulting procedure is equivalent to thresholding the darogntered log-ratio covariance matrix,
and thus is optimization-free and scalable for high-dinmme data.

Our simulation results demonstrate that the COAT methotbpes almost as well as the or-
acle thresholding estimator that knew the latent basis corpts, and outperforms some naive
thresholding estimators by a large margin. These improwsrere more pronounced when the
basis components have a skewed distribution, as is oftegnadxs in microbiome studies. In the
application to gut microbiome data, the COAT method leadadoe stable and biologically more
interpretable results for comparing the dependence stegbf lean and obese microbiomes.

We have provided conditions for the approximate and exaattitiability of the covariance
parameters, and have established rates of convergencauppdrsrecovery guarantees for the
COAT estimator. The rate of convergence includes an extra & O,(so(p)(so(p)/p)'~?) in
addition to the usual minimax optimal rate of convergenaesfiarse covariance estimation. The
extra term represents an approximation error due to usings a proxy for(2,, which vanishes
under mild assumptions as the dimensionality increases.

The proposed methodology may be extended in several wayst, Eiwould be possible to

develop a joint optimization procedure based on the decsitipo (). For example, one may
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consider the regularized estimator
Qrep = argmin{||T — w1” — 17 + 2|2 + PA(Q)},
Q

wherew = diag(€2) and P,(-) is a sparsity-inducing penalty function. The COAT estinnaian
be viewed as a one-step approximatiorﬁgg with appropriately chosen penalty function and
initial value 2 = 0. Solving the full optimization problem is computationathore expensive but
is expected to improve on the performance of the COAT estimanother worthwhile extension
would be to deal with zero counts directly. One may, in pplei combine the ideas presented
here with models that account for sampling and structunaszeThe issues of identifiability and

computational feasibility are the major concerns with sextensions.

Appendix: Proofs

A.1 Proof of Proposition[1
Using the fact that the centered log-ratio covariance matsiis symmetric and has all zero row
sums |(Aitchison 2003, Property 4.6), we have
tr{ (91" + 17E) T} = tr(yE Tol) + tr(v17Ty) = 0,
that is, the componentg, 17 + 1~ andT, are orthogonal to each other.
To show the desired inequality, by the identity (4.35) ofchison (2003), we have

O —_—
ij

0

0_ .0 0 0 0 0y _ .0 0
w Vij = wiy — (Wi —wy, — W +w) =wp +wi —w

Therefore,

1920 = Tollmax < max(] + o] + o) < 3p7 Qo]

A.2 Proof of Proposition[2

We first claim that ife = (ay, ..., o) # 0, then the matrixA = a1” + 1a” has at leasp — 1
nonzero upper-triangular entries. To prove this, withoaslof generality, assumg # 0 and that

the lastg entries of the first row ofA are zero, wher® < ¢ < p — 1; that is,oy + a; # 0 for
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1<j<p-—g ando; + o441 = -+ = oq + o, = 0. The latter impliesy,_,1; = - =
o, = —ay # 0, which gives rise to?) = ¢(¢ — 1)/2 nonzero entries at positior{$, j) with
p—q+1 <i< j < p. Putting these pieces together, we obtain that the numbeomtero

upper-triangular entries iA is at least

q(q—1)
2

flag=p—q-1+ > f(1) = f(2) =p—2.

To show that the lower bound — 2 is not attainable, note that if there are oply- 2 nonzero
upper-triangular entries, then= 1 or 2, and we haves, + o, = --- = a,_2 + o, = 0, which
impliesay = -+ = a2 = —a, = oy # 0. Sincep > 5, this gives rise to at least one nonzero
entry at positionsi, j) with 2 < i < 7 < p — 2, which is a contradiction.

Now suppose.(p) < (p — 1)/2 and that2; and€2, in By(s.(p)) lead toT; = T, that is,
((.dl — LUQ)lT + 1((.01 - LUQ)T = 2(91 — Qg)

Note that the right-hand side has fewer thpan1 nonzero upper-triangular entries. Then it follows
from the above claim thd®, = €.

We prove the other direction by showing thatsifp) > (p — 1)/2, then there exisf2; and€2,
in By(se(p)) with Q; # Q, that lead tdT'; = Ts. Indeed, let

1+e¢ clg1 0;2 1—c O; —clg2
=1c, I 0|, =| 0, I 0 )
0,, 0 1 —cl,, O 1

wherep; = [(p—1)/2|,po =p—1—p;,and0 < |c| < 1. Then itis easy to verify that

T T
0 (2—-0)1, (2+0)1,,
Ti=To=|(2-0)1, 21,17 -1) 21,17
2+01, 21,17 2(1,,17 — 1)

P2-p1 P2 "p2

This completes the proof.
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A.3 Concentration Inequalities

To prepare for the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2, we first establisne useful concentration in-

equalities. For notational simplicity, the constafits (-, . .. below may vary from line to line.

Lemma 1. Under Conditiori L, there exist constardts, C; > 0 such that

1 n
P =3 Yy
<mjax 0 kj

k=1
P | max
,J

for sufficiently smalt > 0. Moreover, iflog p = o(n'/?), then there exists a constafif > 0 such

> t) < Cype (A1)

and

1 n
=) YiiYiy — EYY;
n

k=1

> t) < CypPe= Ot (A.2)

that

1 n
— E Y5iiYei YeeYim — EY;Y;Y0Yo,
n

=1

P <,m;x > e) =0(p™) (A.3)
1,7,£,mM

for every constant > 0.

Proof. Inequalities[(A.1) and (Al2) follow, for example, from Exese 2.27 of Boucheron, Lugosi, and Massa
(2013); see also Bickel and Levina (2008).
To prove [A3), 1e¥ijim = YiiYiiYieYem @andZ;ji,, = YiY;Y,Y,,. Note first that, by Condition

[ and the sub-Gaussian tail bound, for dy> 0 and, j, ¢, m,
P(|Zijim| > K) < 4P(|Y;] > KV4) < ge=oVE/8,
Hence,
B Zijim| (| Zijim| > K) = /OOO P(| Zijim| (| Zijim| > K) > 2) dz
= KP(|Zijim| > K) +/KOO P(|Zijim| > z) dz
< 8Ke oVE/S 4 / " gemavEls g,

K

= %(OPK + 16aVK + 128)e—*VE/8,
«
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which is less tham /4 if we chooseK sufficiently large. Then we have

P <2I51?>n(1 EZZ’“JW EZZ]lm = )
g
=T 522'“”“” (1Zkijim| < K) = EZijinI (1 Zijin| < K)| 2 5
9
P <zr§1?37(1 _lekljlm (|Zkzglm| > K) > 1)
= Tl + TQ.

By Hoeffding’s inequality and the union bound,
T, < 2p* ne”
[$ - | .
1> 4D €xp Q2
Also, by Condition 1 and the sub-Gaussian tail bound,
T, <P (km_aex | Zyijim| > K) <P (rl%ax|ij| > K1/4) < ane_o“/ﬁ/s.
7Z7j7 7m 7j

Combining both terms, choosing = C?*(logp + logn)? with C' > 8/, and notinglogp =

o(n'/?), we arrive at

_ >
P (ngl?i{n nz;Zkzylm EZZ]lm 5)
ne?
<9 4 _ 9 1-Ca/8
=P exp( 804(logp+logn)4) +2(np)
=0(p™)

for someC;3 > 0. This proves[(A.B) and completes the proof.
Lemma 2. Under Condition§ 1I44, there exist consta@ts Cs, C; > 0 such that
P (max 16i; — 05 > 5) =O0(p~®) (A.4)
2¥}

and

for every constant > 0.
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Proof. We first prove[(A.#). Define

(Vkﬂkj - 7:'3')2»
k=1
where¥;; = n~' >0 ik We then write

n

N . _ o 1 -
Oij — 05 = - Z{(%ﬂk;’ — Fi5) = WiV — WiV + 2795} — - Z(%ﬂk;’ — %ij)°
k=1 k=1

ps . _ NN _ o
== > (i = i) (% — Wi+ 29%) + — D (=T — e+ 23%)°
k=1 k=1

(A.6)
Note that, by definition;; = Yi; — Yi, whereY,, = p~' 3*_| V},;. Definey; = Y; — Y, where
Y = p~' Y| Y. SinceY; are uniformly sub-Gaussian by Conditibh 1, are also uniformly

sub-Gaussian. Using a truncation argument similar to thrgifoving [A.3), we can show that

P | max
iij

for someCy, C5 > 0. The sub-Gaussian tails imply also that?|;| < 5(Ev} + Ev7) = O(1).

1 n
= vk — By
k=1

> Cl) =O0(p™ )

Combining these two pieces yields

1 n
P ax |— 2 i
(|23

k=1
It follows from Lemmédl that

lo .
P (mjax 7 > C1y/ §p> —O(p ).

The above two inequalities together imply
1 & _ log p _
P (rrzl.é;x ~ D | = Oy = ) =0(p™). (A7)

k=1
We can similarly bound the other terms[in_ (A.6) and obtain
A ~ 1
P <max 6y — 051 > Oy Off’) — o). (A8)
Z’J

n

> Cl) = O(p_cg)-

Next, write
~ 1 ~
Oij =iy = — > (v — Fig)” — Var(Y;Yy)

k=1
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1< 5
== ik — BYY] - {55 — (W)}
k=1

=T+ 1.
To bound the tern’, we further write
T = % Xn:{% — Vi) (Yiy — Ya)}? — EY?Y]

k=1

B % i (YuYey = YiaYe = Yig Vi + ¥2)° = EV?Y?
k=1

= % i YIYE — EY?Y? + % i YiYiy (= YiiYs — Yig Y, + YY)
k=1 k=1

1 _ L
+ E(—Ykzyk — ijyk -+ Yk2>2.

Consider the evemd; on which

1 n
= Vi YieYim — BY,Y;YiY,,
k=1

max < eg;.

i7jiz7m

Then, on4,, we have

1 . 212 22
ggykiij—ij

To bound the next term i}, we write

S 1.

1 — I _ _ _
=N V2V Ye ==Y Y2Y..Y. — EY2Y.Y + EY?Y,Y
nzmk]k nzmkjk i+ EYY

k=1 k=1
11w 1<
== (- > YEYigYie — EYijYE> + =) EY?YY,
p (=1 n k=1 p =1

which, on4; and by Conditiom}4, is bounded by + s;(p)/p. We can similarly bound the other

terms in7} and obtain, o,

T1| < 16, + 15s1(p)/p. (A.9)
To bound the ternds, note that
5 1 & _ _
Fij — wiy = - > (Vi = Yi) (Vi — Vi) — EVY;
k=1
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1 — 1 — _ _
= — YiiYe: — EY;Y: + — Y.V, — Y.V, Y2). A.10
n; ki Yij ’+n;( ki Ve — ViV + Yy (A.10)

Consider the evemd, on which

max
4J

1 n
— > YiiYiy — EY}Y;| <en.
n

k=1

To bound the next term i (A.10), we write

Iy, o Iy o . .
=Y ViYi=—) VY- EY.Y + EYY
n n

k=1 k=1
I (1< 1 <&
SO WATEEARE
p "= P ’

j=1
which, onA, and by Condition2, is bounded by + M'~%s,(p)/p. We can similarly bound the
other terms in[(A.T0) and obtain, oty,

|Fij — wiy| < 4ex + 3M' so(p) /p- (A.11)
Note also that, onls,
i + wijl < 1y — wij] + 2lwiy| < 4ea +3M'7so(p) /p + 2M.
Hence, on4,, we have
To| = iy — wijl i + wijl < (4e2 + 3M' ™s0(p) /p)(de2 + 3M ' “7so(p) /p + 2M).  (A.12)

Finally, it follows from Lemmd. ]l that the event; N A, occurs with probability at least —
O(p~©) for all constants;, s, > 0 and some constardf; > 0. Combining [A.8), [[A.9), and

(A.12) and notindog p = o(n), so(p) = o(p), ands;(p) = o(p), we arrive at[(A.4).
It remains to prove (Al5). We first write

n

o 1 - - 1
Yig — Vij = I Z(%z - %)(ij - %’) - o Z%ﬂkj
k=1 k=1

1 ¢ _ L
= = > (i = WV + 3T)-
k=1
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Using arguments similar to those for proving (A.7), we caovskhat

P (max L >0 W) — 0.
Zh] n
k=1

— Z ViVj "

We can similarly bound the other two terms and obtain

R log p _c
P (frzl.%xm'j — %] > G4 - ) = O(p~ ).

Takinge, = C+/(log p)/n in (A1), we have

P (max %5 — w; | > C1y/ IOTng + Cy So](jp)> = O(p_cg)-

The above two inequalities together imply

P (max |95 — wijl = Cryf lngLp + G So](gp)> =0(p™ ). (A.13)
2¥)

From Conditio B and{Al4) witl, = 7/2, it follows that|6,;| > 7/2 with probability at least

1 — O(p~). This, together with[(A.13), implie§ (A.5) and completes roof.

A.4 Proof of Theorem[1

By the triangle inequality, we have

p p
||Q - Q()Hl < Z |S)\z‘j (w’?]) - w7?7| + Z |S>\LJ(§/ZJ) - SM]' ((.U?]” (A14)
=1

j=1
Using Conditions (i) and (ii) that define a general threshmgdunction, the first term above is

bounded by

Z|w2j|l |"u < Ay) +Z)\UI |"u | > Aij)

7=1

- Z ‘w’lj| |wm‘1 q] |w ‘ < )\Z] _'_Z)\gj)\zly qI | > AZ])
< Z JwiiIAG .
j=1
On the other hand, the second termin (A.14) is bounded by

QZ |%Ju |72]| > )\137 |w ‘ < )‘Z] _'_22 ‘Wzyu h/zy‘ < )\Uu ‘Wzy| > Azy)

Jj=1 Jj=1
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p
D183, (i) = Sn, W (Figl > A, wii] > M)
ET1+T2—|—T3.

To bound the ternT’, we write
T1
Z %35 — WZJ|I(|%J| > Aij |"u | < Aij/2)

7j=1

+Z |%i5 — wzg|I(|%J| > Aijy Aij /2 < |"u 1< Ay) + Z |w2j|I %35l > Aij, |w2j| < Ay)

Jj=1 Jj=1

ET4—|—T5+T6.

Consider the even, on which|3;; — wi;| < A;;/2 for all 4, j. On B;, we have

p
Ty < Z 1955 — wigl T (1355 — wis| > Aij/2) =0,

j=1
g\ ()
Z( (%) 10> a2 <1l <0 < 5 q2|ww
and
p
Ty <> JwhTA;
j=1

Combining these pieces yields

ri< (14

p
1- 1—
) Z Jwij 2257 < 42 Jwii 7277
j=1

We can similarly bound the termis and7; on By:

P
Th < QZ(WU _wz'0j| + |'AVZJ|) (|'7ZJ| < )‘ZJ>|W |> )\Z])
<2Z( w) H(F] < M ] > A) €33 WAL,
7=1

13 < Z (i3 — wisl + 1Sx, (Bis) = Fisl + 1Sx, (i) — wigl) T(As] > Aigs lwiy] > Aij)

5w -
<Z( e PGS EIESWES) SR TOvD
=1
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Collecting all terms, we obtain, oB;,

19— Qo||1<—Z| Pyl (A.15)

Next, we consider the eveft, on Which|8ij —6,;| < rforall, j. From Conditioh B we have,

on B,
0i < 1055 — 03] + 05 < 7+ 035 < 203 (A.16)

Note that, by Conditiohl1,

2
4 4
(EY'+ EY}) < . (A.17)

t;; < EY,-ZYJ-Z <
Q

DN | —

Taking \;; = A\/6;; with A = Cy/(logp)/n + Case(p)/p in (AI5) and applying[(AT6) and
(A.17), we obtain, o3, N B,

1—¢q 1=q
21 |
- Qor\1<—2\ e (2) S;%(m(a LU fj) .

We conclude the proof by noting that the evéhtn B, occurs with probabilitl — O(p~*) by

Lemmd 2 and that the spectral norm is bounded by the matrixorm.

A.5 Proof of Theorem[2

It follows from Condition (i) and[(A.b) that

P (C:J” 7& O,Lu?j = 0 for SomE'i,j) <P (HZIE;JX |’3/Z] — CU?]| > )\”)

N |
_p (maxm by = 0B e ;f”) 0y,
Z?]

which proves[(1R).

To prove [14), note that, by Condition (ii),
P (sgn(d)ij) =+ sgn(w ), w? w;; # 0 for somei ]) <P (|7,j 20j| > |w?j — \;; for somez',j) )

Also, by takinge = 37/4 in (A.4), we have, with probability — O(p=3),

\/T 1055 — 05| 37/4 VT
Oi; —/0ij| = < —F— = 5
' ] ] \/éij‘l’\/@j /AT ’
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and hence
|CU?]- — )\ij 2 C)\\/eij — )\ (\/ éij — 1/ eij + 9”)
> (C—l))\\ﬁ—)\g _ (C— g) W
for all 7, j. Now applying [A.IB) yields

P (sgn(w;;) # sgn(wy;), wi; # 0 for somei, j) = O(p~),

9 zj

which, together with[(12), proves the result.
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